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An Old Russian Passage of 
Dionysius the Areopagite" 


KEETJE ROZEMUND 


In 1870 publicity was given to the existence of a sixteenth-century 
manuscript which contained a number of theological epistles. The 
owner of the manuscript, V. М. Undol'sky (11864), had attributed 
all these epistles to the Russian starets Artemy, who had fled to 
Lithuania in the second half of the sixteenth century.! 

In 1906 S. G. Vilinsky, following Undol'sky, tried to prove that 
the epistles in this manuscript (MS Undol'sky, 494), none of which 
mentions the author in its address, are all by one and the same author, 
i.e., starets Artemy. Here I shall deal with just one of these argu- 
ments, that which attempts to prove that the epistles of MS Undol'sky 
494. were all written by the same author. 

Vilinsky points out that all the epistles quote Dionysius the Areo- 
pagite in support of the religious doctrine proclaimed in them.? 
However, the quoting of pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite cannot be 
taken as evidence of the identity of the author or authors of these 
epistles. The South-Slavonic translation of the works of pseudo- 
Dionysius, by Isaiah, a monk of Mount Athos, had already been in 
existence for nearly two centuries.? The oldest Russian copies of it 
date from the fifteenth century.* Prince Andrey Kurbsky, a con- 
temporary and friend of starets Artemy, likewise quotes pseudo- 
Dionysius many times as an authority 1n dogmatic matters?; and 
Ivan IV, in his well-known correspondence with Prince Kurbsky, 
quotes extensively from the Epistle to Demophilus.$ 

The epistles attributed to starets Artemy twice contain an elab- 
orate quotation from the second chapter of the ‘Epistle to Demo- 
philus’: once in the ‘Epistle to the Lutherans’, and once in the 
‘Epistle to an Unknown Prince’. In the ‘Epistle to the Lutherans’ 
the order of the sentences in the passage quoted has been changed. 

* This paper was presented to the XIIIth International Congress of Byzantine Studies, 
Oxford, in September 1966. I am grateful to the Netherlands Organisation for the 
Advancement of Pure Research (Z.W.O.) for granting me a fellowship for the Congress. 

1 Slavyano-russkiya rukopisi V. M. Undol'skago, Moskowskiy publichnyy Rum- 
yantsevskiy muzey, Moscow, 1870, cols. 363-70. 

2 S. С. Vilinsky, Poslaniya Startsa Artemiya (XVI veka), Odessa, 1906, p. 286. 

3 A. I. Sobolevsky, Perevodnaya literatura Moskovskoy Кия ХТУ-ХУП vekov, St Peters- 
burg, 1903, p. 8, n. 2. 

4 Sobolevsky, of. cit., p. 20. 

5 Sochineniya Knyazya Kurbskago, vol. т, Russkaya istoricheskaya Biblioteka, Vol. XXXI, 

St Petersburg, 1914, ukazatel', col. 576, Dionisiy Areopagit. 


6 The Correspondence between Prince А. М. Kurbsky and Tsar Ivan IV of Russia, 1564-1579, 
ed. by J. L. I. Fennell, Cambridge, 1955, pp. 142-7, 158-73. 
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The text quoted in the ‘Epistle to an Unknown Prince’ is closer to 
the Greek original; and shorter than that in the ‘Epistle to the 
Lutherans’. A comparison of the text in the above-mentioned 
epistles with that of Ivan IV shows, by the large number of variants, 
that the Old Russian translation was with only great difficulty 
understood by both readers and copyists. 

I shall now give as much as is available of this text from the 
‘Epistle to the Unknown Prince’ (К), drawing the remainder from 
the ‘Epistle to the Lutherans’ (Lutherans). Thanks to the discovery by 
the Soviet historian A. A. Zimin, who did considerable research in 
the manuscript department of the state Public Library in Leningrad 
(СРВ),? a second manuscript of the ‘Epistle to the Lutherans’ has 
come to light, viz. СРВ О XVII 71., fol. 152 v. et seq.? I prefer 
following this latter manuscript for the Lutherans passage concerned. 
In notes I shall give variants in Lutherans and in the ‘Epistle’ of Ivan 
IV (Ivan), in so far as they may amend the text as a result of a com- 
parison with the Greek original. In conclusion I shall discuss the most 
important emendations in the ‘Epistle’ of Ivan ТУ which the text 
following here allows us to suggest. This text reads: 


Что оубо, глаголешь, He подобаетъ ли с(вл)щенникы нече (G.P.B. 
О XVII 71, 221 г.) стввющал, или о иномъ н$коемъ безмЪстьномъ 
обличати“, и повинны творити? Единемь же лЬтъ есть хвал^щимсл 
в 3akoHb и престёпаниемъ того Б(о)га безчестлщимь? И како 
с(вА)щенницы изъвавителие б(о)жие? (ibid 221v.) Какоже востити“ 
имоутъ людемъ б(о)ж(е)ствены/ доброт$тели“, не 8вЬдЪвше тЬхъ 
силоу? Или како mpocBbTATb помраченіи? Или како б(о)ж(е)стве- 
Haro преподадлть Д(8)ха, іже ниже аще есть Д(8)хь C(BA)Tb 
HM'CTBOMP i истиною вБровавшеи? Азъ же отъвЬщаю к симъ: 
"Ane с(вА)щенникъ оудобрение есть просвфщател’ное, весма 
отъпалъ есть с(в^)щен’ничьскаго чина же и силы іже не просвЪща- 
теленъ, 1 непщоул Б(ог)оу невЪд%ти, аже Thu собою разоум$л’ 
есть, и прельстити мнитъ иже л’жеименн$ отъ того стьца нарицае- 
Maro, и CMBCTb сквернава/^^ CBOA злохоуленіА (не бо имамъ рещи 
м(о)л(и)твы) на б(о)ж(е)ственыхъ знамені/\хъ хр(и)стовидн% raro- 
лати. НЪстъ съи с(вА)щенникъ, нЬстъ, но злыи л’стець и пороуга- 
тель соб%, 1 волкъ на божі люди оболчень в’ KOKOY.’ (Undol'sky, 


494; GPB., 119г.) Ho не инокв cia праведно исправлАти. (GPB., 
221 г.) 


a Ivan, обличаеми. ° Ivan, обезчествовати. ° Lutherans, Ivan, 
возвЪстити. ° Lutherans, Ivan, доброд$тели. 


7 В. В. Zaborova, I. A. Konopleva, М. М. Rozov, ‘Materialy po istorii russkoy litera- 
tury v rukopisnykh fondakh С. P. B.' (Trudy Gosudarstvennoy publichnoy biblioteki im. M. Е. 
Saltykova-Shchedrina, XII, 15, Leningrad, 1964, p. 163, n. 3). 

8 А. А. Zimin, I. S. Peresvetov i yego sovremenniki, Moscow, 1958, p. 163, n. І (n.b. the 
misprint of Q XVII for O XVII). 
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Better readings of this text, as compared with that of Ivan, are the 
following: 


1) The mysterious зло in Ivan as a translation of соєВодутос must, 
on the strength of the text published here, be a corruption of 
злочеств8ющал. 

2) The Greek rots cavywyévors is translated хвалащимса (Ivan, 
хвалящися). 

3) Greek таз дєіос &per&s becomes божественых добродьтели 
(not Ivan божественое). 

4) имъствомъ i истиною, a translation of Еёе ко сАтдєіс, 
has been corrupted in Jvan into и строим истинною. Имство was 
a difficult word, as appears from a seventeenth-century Dionysius 
manuscript, where it has been included among a list of words 
needing an explanation.? 

5) cBerMa in Ivan must be весма, as was already assumed by 
J. Г. I. Fennell, the editor of the ‘Epistle’ of Ivan.!? 

6) The verb въдъти has incorrectly become видьти in Ivan. 

7) kal толи has been translated as и смъетъ. By an error the 
Ivan manuscripts corrupted this into имеет. 

8) dvopnuias becomes злохоулені/ in translation, and not зло 
и хуления (Joan). 

9) ерштду becomes праведно, not праведныя (Joan). 


In 1878 the so-called Epistles of starets Artemy were published 
in the Russkaya Istoricheskaya Biblioteka.11 This edition, however, is 
very unsatisfactory, partly because very few of the numerous biblical 
and patristic quotations in the texts were recognised as such and 
identified by the editors. Though Vilinsky identified some of the 
patristic sources more carefully, his work is also very imperfect. The 
small passage which we have discussed here may show how greatly 
a new edition of these epistles may enrich our knowledge of the 
texts translated into Old Russian, and of the use made of them in the 
sixteenth century. 

8 Opisaniye slavyanskikh rukopisey Moskovskoy Sinodal’noy Biblioteki, II, 2, p. 5, No. 107, 
Ul The Correspondence between Prince A. М. Kurbsky and Tsar Ivan IV of Russia, p. 166, n. 1. 

11 Russkaya Istoricheskaya Biblioteka, Vol ТУ, St Petersburg, 1878, Pamyatniki polemicheskoy 


literatury v Zapadnoy Кия, book 1, Poslaniya Startsa Artemiya, XVI veka, col. 1201-1448. 
12 Compare ibid., col. 1237-1238, 1344-1345. 


This content downloaded from 193.104.110.48 on Tue, 17 Jun 2014 00:10:56 AM 
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions 


